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FACULTY MINUTES 
January 30, 1984 
1326 
RECEIVED 
FEB 8 4 
The second faculty meeting of the 1983-84 academic year was called to 
order at 3:07 p.m. in Lantz Auditorium by Chairperson Grace Ann Hovet, 
who introduced President Constantine Curris. A copy of his prepared 
remarks is attached. A question and answer period followed his 
presentation. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Mary Franken, Secretary ~ tempore 
(For Ann Vernon, Secretary of the Faculty) 
Faculty Meeting 
January 30, 1984 
Sunday's Register suggested that gloom and despair is pervasive on a campus 
where the Governor 1s proposed appropriation of over 150 million dollars is 
viewed as being calamitous. That article has engendered speculation on our own 
campus, which prompts me to begin my remarks with a review of this year's budget 
and next year's prospects. 
In September, the Governor announced a 2.8% reversion in state appropriations 
for all public agencies. This action translates into a reduction of our state 
appropriation of $1,060,000. To cover this amount we earlier announced several 
measures: a partial freeze on positions, a 50% reduction in equipment purchases, 
and placing in escrow 10% of library acquisition and 4% of supplies and services 
budgets. The latter two actions have subsequently been modified. 
As we complete the seventh month of this fiscal year, our financial position 
is stronger. Enrollments are up, generating unexpected revenues; January 
temperatures have been relatively mild, favorably affecting utility costs; and 
our cost-saving measures are working. We will meet the 2.8% reversion without 
any problms; furthermore, we are confident that we can further relax our earlier 
measures and release additional funds. 
It is unfortunate that the Code of Iowa is such that we have to work hard 
to save money, in order to be in-a-poSition to work hard to spend money. The 
Iowa General Assembly should amend the statutes, permitting universities to 
carry over surplus funds, thereby encouraging good management and careful 
planning. Until such legislation is adopted, it will be necessary to continue 
the practice of holding tight reins on the budget to cover contingencies and 
then to find effective and expedient ways to spend that which has been conserved. 
Based on the Governor's recommendations, next year's budget will be tight. 
The good news in the Governor's budget is that he has protected last year's 
salary appropriations which will provide funds for 7.0% average salary increments 
for the faculty and 6.6% increments for other university employees. 
The bad news is that there appears to be little money for anything else. 
This year's 2.8% reduction is made permanent, and funds for fuel and purchased 
electricity are significantly reduced. These two actions reduce the base for 
next year's state appropriation by $1.5 million. Some new money is provided, 
approximately $300,000, which, with additional tuition income, will give us 
approximately $1.5 million in new money. So, while the left hand gives $1.5 
million the right hand takes it away. When it all washes out we will have 
funds for a 7% salary increase, and to expand student financial aid as mandated 
with the tuition increase, and virtually little else. 
We will be looking hard at our internal budget. I'm not sure we want to 
handle next year's 2.8% budget base reduction the same way we did this year. 
Equipment and library purchase reductions can be effected one time without real 
damage to the university, but to continue that pattern year after year would 
seriously damage our educational program. We will look for more effective ways 
to handle the 2.8% permanent reduction so as to minimize its impact on the 
university. I do not anticipate that we will have any major problems, and 
trust we will avoid gloom, despair and agony on high. 
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When I spoke to the faculty this fall, you may recall, I related my initial 
impressions of the campus, expanded on personal values and interests, and 
emphasized the importance of long-range planning, and the need for institution-
wide involvement in that process. Subsequent to that meeting, Dr. Rick Stinchfield 
was appointed as Director of Planning and Policy Management, a Select Committee 
on University Planning was appointed, the first campus-wide survey was conducted 
and tabulated, and a timetable for the planning process established. 
Because of the centrality of the planning process to budgeting, staffing, 
curricula, and physical plant decisions, I want to address this process today 
in greater detail. In so doing, I want to summarize the results of our initial 
efforts, encourage expanded campus community involvement, and delineate a model 
for the determination of priorities. 
The Model 
My thesis is that UNI's master plan should be the outcome of a process 
where individual ideas, campus values, and institutional resources are thoroughly 
reviewed, leading to a statement of institutional direction. The survey 
instruments, one having been completed and analyzed, the second to be in your 
hands this week, are the mechanisms by which individual ideas are elicited and 
campus values are ascertained. If we are to draft a statement of institutional 
direction based not upon one person's or a committee's thinking, your participation 
is needed. When the draft statement is completed, it will be circulated 
throughout the university and we will ask the several university constituencies, 
and especially the faculty, to review it, and if deemed appropriate, to recommend 
modifications so that it can be endorsed and subsequently implemented. 
What is the President's role in the development of this 
institutional direction? Given the privilege of living in a 
surely should make some kind of contribution to the process. 
statement of 
renovated fort, he 
Let me respond. 
I do not intend to draft the statement of direction as planning should be 
based upon consensus building. I do wish, however, to share with the committee 
and the faculty my thoughts on that directional statement. 
I believe that the university's future should be influenced by three broad 
considerations: its historical strengths, the expectations we and others hold, 
and its opportunities. Indulge me a few moments to elaborate on each. 
What an institution should do is based in large measure upon what it can 
do. My assessment of the long and rich history of this university has identified 
three strengths that I believe should function as cornerstones of the planning 
process. Two of these strengths, I might add, are widely acknowledged in the 
university community, as reflected in the initial survey's results, and are, I 
believe, a genuine source of pride to us. 
The first historical strength is the faculty's commitment to quality 
instruction. From our earliest days, this institution has been noted for the 
quality of education provided its students. That reputation was not built in 
large lecture halls or by graduate assistants, but in the interaction of faculty 
and students, in the commitment to course development, in the provision of 
participatory educational experiences, and in the personal care and concern for 
individual students. This strength was vividly expressed a few weeks ago by a 
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former student and now Regent, Dr. Percy Harris, in remarks at a dinner observing 
Martin Luther King's birthday. In recalling his two years at I.S.T.C., Dr. 
Harris referred to four or five faculty members who taught, inspired, and guided 
him. The successes he has achieved, the recognitions he has earned, Percy 
attributes to these faculty. "If I ever become a rich man," he concluded, "I 
would give my money to UNI for what it did for me." Today, higher education, 
nationwide, places less emphasis on quality teaching and faculty-student 
interaction; at UNI, however, we need to recognize that it is a historical 
strength of this university and should be a vital part of our future. 
The second strength identified in the survey, and one which I endorse, is 
the development of teacher education as an institution-wide responsibility. 
Please note that teacher education~~ is not the historical strength of 
this institution; the strength of our century-old mission in teacher education 
is the involvement of the entire faculty in that program. There are many 
institutions which have evolved from normal schools; the majority of these 
institutions have relegated teacher education to a collegiate function, as 
academic departments have sought to shed the vestiges of teacher preparation 
responsibilities. UNI is different from most. The accepted role of most 
departments, including having educational methods specialists on their faculties, 
represents a continuation of our historical tradition and a strength for our 
planning efforts. 
The third strength that should be recognized in the planning process may 
not readily be obvious--it is the centrality of the arts and sciences in the 
curricular development of the university. A comparison of UNI curricular 
offerings with those at universities of similar size and heritage would show 
that UNI's programs are fewer in number, reflect less vocationalism, and are 
more strongly related to the traditional arts and sciences disciplines. Though 
the general education component of baccalaureate education has less strength 
and cohesion than it did a few years ago, the centrality of the arts and sciences 
is a strong characteristic of our academic program. This strength is part of 
our heritage. Though it was not implemented for nearly 30 years, the first 
degree authorized for the Normal School was the Bachelor of Arts. The early 
history of this institution was dominated by one overriding issue, the successful 
struggles of Presidents Gilchrist and Seerley to establish and nurture bacca-
laureate education as opposed to the one- and two-year programs then commonplace 
for elementary school certification. Gilchrist argued that the real normal 
school should be not just for the training of teachers in pedagogy courses, but 
that it would be an institution where people could come to learn "the higher 
wisdom." Though the Board approved his first curricular proposal for teacher 
education, it balked at his second proposal for foreign language and scientific 
studies. Eventually, Seerley succeeded in bringing those proposals to fruition, 
thereby securing the centrality of the arts and sciences in this university's 
curriculum. 
There are, of course, other strengths at this university, but these are 
three whose roots serve as UNI's foundation and which should undergird our 
development. 
The second broad consideration in the planning process is the expectation 
we and others hold for the university. 
As members of the academy you are aware that university status entails 




and galleries as repositories of knowledge and creative endeavor; 2) a commitment 
to the discovery and creation of knowledge, as well as to its transmission; and 
3) the preservation of academic freedom for both teachers and students. 
There are other expectations implicit in being a publicly supported uni-
versity, namely, access for students, accountability for the quality of our 
work, and the recognition and promotion of scholarly achievement. In recent 
years, an expectation has developed that universities prepare students for 
careers and provide, as well, programs and services to facilitate career develop-
ment and advancement. Those expectations show little sign of abatement; to the 
contrary, they have recently become more pronounced. We should recall Aristotle's 
observation that education is an ornament in prosperity and a refuge in adversity • 
As one of three public universities in Iowa, we have another expectation 
to address: the expectation that UNI be a state university, not a municipal or 
regional university. In earlier years, both the Normal School and Iowa State 
Teachers College had clearly defined state-wide missions. Today, that clarity 
is gone. The Board of Regents, needless to say, is the body that must ultimately 
define our state-wide mission, either through exclusivity in program offerings 
or in their delivery. Our responsibility is to define alternatives and to 
recommend action to the Board. I would hope that the Select Committee on 
University Planning will address this issue. 
There is one other expectation I want to address: the expectation for 
excellence. The faculty has traditionally served as both the promulgator and 
the guardian of standards. The faculty's role in determining the university's 
curricula has been predicted upon its expertise--the expertise to determine 
what intellectual exercises and educational experiences should be required, in 
order that students be awarded baccalaureate and graduate degrees. 
In recent years, however, perhaps stemming from the consumer movement or 
from diminishing confidence in social institutions, a harsh public voice has 
been frequently heard. Concerns for writing competence, scientific and mathe-
matical skills, teacher education preparation and certification are all examples 
of incursions being made in what has been traditionally viewed as the faculty's 
special domain and responsibility. 
Rather than just responding to these periodic calls for renewed excellence, 
the faculty has greater responsibilities; first, that of reexamining its 
standards to insure they reflect excellence, and, secondly, that of remolding 
our curriculum to insure we are educating students for life in the 21st century. 
I say these words with some trepidation. There is an adage in higher education 
that it is easier to move a graveyard than to change the curriculum. My point 
is the faculty must assume responsibility to effect change, rather than having 
it imposed upon the university. 
A clear example of that point, and one I might add in which I have an almost 
obsessive interest, is the need to develop a strong international dimension to 
our educational programs. I am referring to what has been described as "global 
literacy," or the need for our citizens to have a far, far greater understanding 
of their global interdependencies in commerce, politics, culture, scientific 
advancement, and survival. We must look beyond approaches that will increase 
the number of foreign students or expand language instruction. We need to 
address in far broader terms whether our curricular requirements and educational 
experiences are preparing Iowa citizens for life in the 21st century. 
This expectation is well expressed by one of the most foresighted figures 
in higher education, Ernest Boyer, who writes: 
The world may not yet be a global village, but surely our sense 
of neighborhood must include more people and cultures than ever 
before. What happens in the farthest corner of the world now 
touches us almost instantly. A quarter-century ago, it seemed 
relatively easy to isolate our challenge and respond. Today, 
with dozens of crises crowding our universe, we see not a single 
gleaming speck but a dark foreboding cloud. The world has be-
come a more crowded, more interconnected, more volatile and 
unstable place. Our perspective must be global. If education 
cannot help students see beyond themselves and better under-
stand the interdependent nature of our world, each new gener-
ation will remain ignorant, and its capacity to live confidently 
and responsibly will be dangerously diminished. 
Throughout UNI's history there have been some stellar efforts to provide 
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a sense of global literacy. Contemporary affairs and non-western civilization 
courses appeared, only to disappear amidst the regional and national parochialism 
so pervasive in public education. Today, there are bright spots on our campus: 
international faculty exchanges, summer foreign language and culture studies, the 
foreign teacher placement fair, and our language translation programs. These 
efforts are uncoordinated and stem from individual rather than institutional 
objectives. There is much to be done, and I hope the faculty responds. 
The third broad consideration in the planning process beyond historical 
strengths and the expectations held by ourselves and others, is opportunity. 
Every university both creates its own opportunities as well as having them 
thrust in its midst. Any planning document must retain sufficient flexibility 
to permit adaptation. Opportunities frequently arise from governmental priorities 
such as a renewed federal concern for science and math education in the public 
schools and the expansion of educational assistance to the small business 
community, or incipient state concerns for high technology and international 
commerce development. Frequently, opportunities arise from social movements 
such as health and wellness concerns or attention to the problems of an aging 
population. Opportunities arise as well when other higher education institutions 
create vacuums through a shift in their priorities. And, of course, we can 
create our own opportunities, when we develop biological preserves or achieve 
preeminence in a given field of study. 
The planning process can be visualized as a large crucible, containing 
many creative suggestions, fueled by the heat of campus debate (which means 
that it can be very hot), but eventually a forged product emerges, hopefully 
not brittle and useless, but sufficiently alloyed to provide the flexibility 
necessary for it to be hammered into useful and different products by and in 
departments and colleges. 
What ideas and values should be given priority by those who tend the 
crucible? Hopefully, those ideas that build on our historical strengths, 
fulfill expectations, and create or address opportunities. The more responsive 
ideas are to those considerations, the greater should be the priority accorded 
them. 
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The future of our university lies in synergestic rather than antagonistic 
development. The Register's Sunday article depicts well the problems that face 
very large institutions with programs so broad that there is little synergism, 
where budgeting decisions are made across-the-board, rather than on the basis 
of priorities. 
Paraphrasing Johnny Carson's sidekick, Ed McMahon, "You 
all you would ever want to know about long-range planning." 
probably listened to more than you want to know. 
have just heard 
I suggest you have 
Let me close by returning to the topic that opened this discourse: the 
university's finances. Every year, the university is forced to save money to 
insure that our utility bills will be paid and our budget balanced. If things 
go well and heating bills are not extreme, funds accumulate and in late spring 
there are new allotments for educational equipment, library acquisitions, and a 
bevy of roof repairs and other building projects. Thus, we balance the budget 
and don't send any money back to Des Moines. 
If things continue to go well this winter we will be in a similar position 
this spring, but with a new wrinkle. Rather than committing what surplus we 
may have solely to capital projects, I would hope we can commit some of these 
dollars to the planning process. Specifically, I would be interested, as I 
hope you would be, in funding proposals to study and implement recommendations 
stemming from the statement of institutional direction prepared by the Select 
Committee on University Planning. I envision some type of competitive mini-
grant program, for proposals submitted by the faculty. Because the funding for 
such a program would be from this year's surplus funds that would otherwise 
revert to the state on June 30, the grant program would of necessity be for the 
six-week period, May 15-June 20. If the program materializes, I would hope that 
many of you (you all) will be interested in directly participating in the 
planning process and that you would have the time and commitment to respond to 
the call for study projects. 
We look forward to seeing the committee's draft statement, and to what I 
think will be an exciting and intellectually stimulating semester. 
Constantine W. Curris 
